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first

A report of this size and complexity begs for an EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY, what are the contaminants of concem? Is there
significant nsk to human health and/or the environment due
to the COCs? How confident are we with regard to our
conclusions about the risk? These important points are
concisely stated in the Exec Summary (see the OU-5 RFI/RI
report for a good example ), the Introduction does not
serve as an executive summary Include an executive
summary at the beginning of the report

An Exe cudive WF&SB??SN\ was
writfen tat caddressed these Tssues

\
7

Table
14-1,
§141

The DQOs set forth in the table -- from the 1992a work plan -
- didn't these change through the tech memos, or are the
DQOs in this table applicable to data in this final report?
Clarify the latest DQOs relative to this report, it 1s
recommended that only those DQOs relevant to the final
report be delineated for clanty, refer to older sets of DQOs as
needed through citations, not complete reproductions of text

The +He Eor .\.x(\m .\Nrrsw wiees
—!Q\.W«\Oﬁ Jo refer o e UQ0's as
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Table
22-1

several aspects of proposed work were not completed, but
would appear to be completed based on "N/A"s in the
"Reason for Deviation® column, stated differently, several
deviations occurred, but the reasons for the deviations are
incorrectly included in the 4th column ("Completed T~
Investigation”) instead of the last column

The +obles were revised
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REVIEW ooz_smz.m SHEET (continued)

Review comments for document

P

Number Rev Draft
ITEM SECTION COMMENT RESOLUTION
GorM | PAGE | ORSTEP
con't con't Examples include last rows of information, sheet 1 of 3 and 3 of 9,
ensure that reasons for deviations are clearly noted in the appropriate
column throughout this table
M 362, Rationale for the reason not to discuss LHSU hydrogeology ts A refecente has been cited (Poe (! iwv.
1stq ambiguous, with contaminant concentrations “typcially low", and Thiz eeference was ¢ha ng d o ¢
Lanmie-Fox Hills aquifer at a "substantial depth" Quantities or ranges 995 Hyds logic Characterizeation
of values need to be explictt to draw such a conclusion (that the LHSU | (775" #ydrog<o A " ﬂ «KN
“potential for contamination  appears to be minimal* ), either .nv_unl for RFETS whith froviZes
communicate the information here, or cite a previous reference that ex tensive Suppo ive catovale
corroborates this general conclusion
M E10, Expand the discussion to include DQOs In general, as chemistry data The poveag vep h wes reWritten
1st is certainly not the only data of concemn, other parameters related to do melude a4 dicussvon of sther
the chemistry must also be included in this discussion, e g, spatal i dird Z
controls (locations, land survey procedures), sample chain-of-custody, .J pes stondards
raw data vs calculated data (e g, model validations) It appears that
§E2 0 discusses some of the "non-chemistry” DQOs
M E30, state that the DQOs listed were not changed through Tech Memos, fn approp rode statement weas added, \R.
1st | OR point out any changes that did occur
M E41, what about biota as a type of sample media? clanfy whether Frother bullet was added concern My
1st biological samples were analyzed chemically, or whether biota biohe data . \h
samples were just qualitative
M Table explain the significance of consistently missing the DQO of 20% for The colwon header was chan wmk
E4-1 MS/MSD samples -- OR -- correct the column header value to "5%", \
which 1s the MS/MSD spec given on page E-5
M E721 Rewrite/modify the last statement, this conclusion is disqualifying the The shoatement was rewritfen
last value of precision in our measurements as a whole, If measurements | 4o .4, cfide Voot the RPD
sentenc | of our duplicate samples are not reproducible and repeatable, how [ Stla o those
reliable can the measurements be (answer not very ), if our DQO vaswes are  simla \\v
for precision in rads Is too restrictive (e g, <40%), then we need to B W RFETS port wshg
suggest a more reasonable target (e g, <100%), more importantly, 1s | som o~ \\kwr
the vanance inherent within our rad resuits included in our risk
assessment???
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M Table Many of the values given in the table, the "Results” are not >3x CRQL, | The #itlc of the toble wa s QS@«L /
E7-3 as stated in the table's title, modify or clanfy this apparent 4o stde thal the se sanp les were \N
discrepancy #{(__,.D/.&» based om Ve associakd
% =
M Table Validation and completeness data looks strong in general, with the W\*E,w ment rinsetes @D/)w\ R i
E7-5 following exceptions Radionuclide data 1s not complete for pond | 7ie dude wos Hootnoted ¥ ghute
sediments, completeness Is not established for stream sediments, o 100 Dp
as only 17% of the data were validated (an unacceptable minonty, as .M.Mﬂw\%p&@ x\r,rr et v
225% Is the current standard), likewise, only 8% of the groundwater
data was validated, where 25% Is the current standard These
percentages of validated data are especially low when compared with
the percentages validated throughout the rest of the data set
G 52 lots and lots of discussion of possibilities here, about how Cocepls Moo \mswﬁ?k where
contamination “may" or "could” behave, It is unclear how this Mﬁﬁm
information feeds quantitative models or the nisk assessment, and bpproprt \
most of these statements could have easily been wntten BEFORE this Y
study took place, what did the Phase | tell us 1s PROBABLE (not just
possible) based on MEASUREMENTS (vs genenc descnptions of
physical phenomena), and further, what are the models telling us
about concentrations at probable exposure points???
M 541 a map with the well locations should be referenced in this discussion Refecence m&g&\ \Wﬁ.
of two key wells that influence interpretation of VC migration
G 553 a 5-month span of data for calibrating a model which will extrapolate | The available Aow dato. weas not Q:f\
many years Into the future Is questionable, esp considering the large | wn reltnble , bt ulso pmassing . \v
amounts of data acquired at the RFETS, use of less reliable data, with | £, Li-¢ conlh jof be es [ hed , i
conservative error bars, especially on flooding events may be a better
altemative for input into nsk calculations
M Table several concentrations used for sk assessment (sediments) appear | # reference \.%o ctnote. was added
555 to be low based on the *weighted averages" of initial and newly Br Cpucatim S-5 N Ay \§\ ‘x ¥ \“
deposited sediments  ensure that that the weighted average function t
Is given, and explain how the numbers for risk assessment can result
In much lower magnitudes (up to 2 orders of magnitude )
M Table In general, the HQ and HI numbers are high (>>10), which iIndicate | The- fesct wns revised # more clearly hdivds
7 3-1, significant nsk to the ecosystem(s), while the discussion seems to how HQand | npmbers were used, These
§732 downplay, or be uncertain about, the significance of the nsk (e g, preflents were yced oy o the po eliminary

"other factors  are also important", the ponds were constructed to
capture contamination  and are effective toward that end, etc ),
conclusions communicated in the narrative do not complement and
explain the numbers (numbers supposedly the quantitative rationale
on which the narrative is based) presented in tables and graphics,
modify the section to clearly state the significance of the eco-nsk, with
fundamentally sound rationale for conclusions -- based on the
numbers presented

exposure and risk screening and were intendef
E(f\ Cr wge a¢< \5\\\1 Comservetive Midats
gtk . The ~sk tharacterrrcion was
%nsxer&\?& & r ﬁ\rn\virm«(\m vkosibﬂ&\x He
mv\.owz.rw m.}v_v and consisted of
further evilusthm st -k

s

14 001



Z /3% 7 v

+ (9 e
\5 §7 321 | the ponds are serving their purpose, but what about nsk to the mmﬂrwﬁ..ﬂn\ m\s.zmn?m,ﬁh@m y ﬂwﬂ\&m rh.»n* \ /
last 2 Js | ecosystem? the risk presentec bw?keo _Ronds e
70 the data sets, on which the conclusions of this section rest, must be Sretlon 7 was thtended mly gs e
M delineated and summarnized and/or referenced, it is unclear, in Suwmmary o F the ERA. Detaits of
general, over what time span the data were acquired, what Adoto sowrces and wse are inchided
parameters were acquired (e g, tissue chemistnes, vegetations M Ap \%&9& F ond 2Hoc hmeals
transects, count data, etc ), relevance and comphance w/ DQOs, etc
M 70 are the numbers generated for nsk (nsk calculations for HQ & Hi) $ee response to Blble 7.2 1 ¢
extremely conservative or realistic? the text states it both ways -- 732 comom et
ensure consistency or clearly explain differences, as this impacts the \
nature of the conclusions, including the confidence in the conclusions R
M 7 4, 1st | "Physical factors, appear to be far more important *, this The sowrces of DR rmatin m whieh
1 statement, within its current context, 1s totally subjective and s not His stdement D based are more
substantiated by any quantitative information given in this section, z F&L«\ resented m ewndy R
further, it 1s not comparable to the other quantitative results given in The Fextof secHon T ed revised + more
this section, remove the statement or qualify it appropnately &uvsbm% Qmmmw where s ﬁ&%&?w N rme M
K4
M 7 4,2nd | "The exposure estimate probably overestimates nskto ", this w The ’
1 statement casts ambigurty over the entire eco-nsk methodology, and The fext was resis ed b weve

seemingly contradicts statements made earlier in the chapter clogr ¢ molie of ¢ the wse of HG §,\ ,
explaining how values of the various parameters (used to calculate

rnisk) were denved and why they ARE relevant Reasons as to why B 1 valucs, They are Screen b% - § |
the calculated values of nsk do not match reality (1 e , do not match jeve|@stimates \wa , Risks are

"results of preliminary toxicity tests™), and therefore why they cannot more Gl charactest zed #r Lﬂiv&\m

be used "as is" to make informed risk-based decisions, must be MenFleted o8 €COC m¥ the scrien .r‘!
] clanfied in this summary of the eco-risk assessment leve | a Mmhmv\#“\r&u.
v OR, /5 THE A/ k&. MEHD  Fmaiy Bocws 7 g
POC/Reviewer (Comments not signhed by the Reviewer/POC will be considered as unofficial comments) Resolutions Accepted
a7y 4 \A\A.M\\l\\\ /2 X
Name 7” Signature Date Inthals Date ‘
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